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PRE-APPEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW 

Dear Sir: 

• In a phone interview with the Examiner, held on August 19, 2005, we briefly 
explained Applicants opinion that the cited references (Sorkin, US Patent No. 5,898,823 
and Irie, (US Patent No. 6,606,164) are directed to the printing systems as known in the art 
of the network printing architectures in which the digital front end (DFE) performs (1) 
translation of the job data into the bit definitions and (2) processes the control data 
associated with the print job. 

It is Applicants understanding, from the phone interview, that the Examiner holds the 
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position that the client computer and the network printer of Sorkin are in direct 
communication and that the control data is communicated to the marking device, e.g. the 
device which puts marks on print media. Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner 
misinterprets Sorkin. Although Sorkin describes a printer communicating with the client 
computer, the communication path must be initially established via a spooler, e.g. the 
printer does not know the client's computer address. (Col. 5, lines 45-59). Only thereafter, 
the client computer is in direct communication with the network printer. Therefore, the 
communication path between the client computer and the printer is indirect. The client 
computer is in direct communication with the spooler only. (Response to the Final Office 
Action, "Response", p. 8, lines 1-16.) 

It is also the Applicants understanding that the Examiner holds the position that the 
Irie's server is the DFE, e.g. the device which converts the job data into bit definitions which 
are understood by the marking device. Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner 
misinterprets Irie. (Irie, Fig. 3 and "Response", p. 8, last full paragraph.) 

Claims 1-6 are not obvious over Sorkin in view of Irie because the cited prior art does 

not teach or suggest all limitations of claim 1 

a. The client computer of Sorkin is not in communication with the printer 

Sorkin establishes the communication path between the client computer and the 
printer via a spooler, e.g. the printer does not know the client's computer address. (Col. 5, 
lines 45-59). Only thereafter, the client computer can communicate with the network 
printer. Therefore, the client computer is not in communication with the printer. 

b. The client computer of Sorkin does not communicate in parallel to the document 
processing device and the document processing device controller ("DFE") 

Sorkin does not differentiate the internal structure of the printer into sub-units. E.g., 
Sorkin does not describe where exactly in the printer the control data from the client 
computer is communicated to. Therefore, the control data of Sorkin is communicated to the 
DFE, as known in the prior art, and not to the document processing device. Applicants 
were the first to think of communicating control data and print job data in parallel to, 
correspondingly, the document processing device and the DFE, and treating the document 
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processing device and the DFE as peer devices. 

c. The print job data of Sorkin is not communicated to the DFE 

The print job data of Sorkin is communicated to the spooler. From the spooler, the 
job data is communicated to the printer's DFE. 

d. Server of Irie does not translate the job data into data format executable bv the 
marking device 

The Examiner relies on Irie to teach that the printer server translates the job data 
into data format executable by the document processing device. Applicants respectfully 
disagree with such interpretation. ("Response", p. 8, last full paragraph.) 

In conclusion, Applicants maintain that the cited prior art does not teach or suggest 
all limitations of claim 1 ; therefore, the rejection of claim 1 and dependent claims 2-6 is in 
error. 

Claims 7-18 are not obvious over Sorkin in view of Irie because the cited prior 
art does not teach or suggest all limitations of claim 7 

a. The control data of Sorkin is not communicated to the document processing device 

The arguments above in relation to claim 1 are equally applicable here. 

b. The control data communication of Sorkin is indirect 

Sorkin cannot communicate directly to the printer until the communication path 
between the client computer and the printer is established. Only subsequent 
communication is communicated to the printer directly as noted by the Examiner (OA of 
20050709, p. 4, last bullet point.) 

c. The server of Erie does not translate the job data into a data format executable bv 
the document processing 

See "Response", p. 8, last full paragraph. 
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In conclusion, Applicants maintain that the cited prior art does not teach or suggest 
all limitations of claim 7; therefore, the rejection of claim 7 and dependent claims 8-18 is 
in error. 

Claims 19-20 are not obvious over Sorkin in view of Irie because the cited prior art 
does not teach or suggest all limitations of claim 19 

a. Client computer of Sorkin is not in parallel communication with the printer and DFE 

The arguments above in relationship to claim 1 are equally applicable here. 

b. The control data of Sorkin does not bypass the flow communication path through the 
DFE 

The control data of Sorkin bypasses the communication path through the spooler. It 
is communicated to the DFE. 

c. Server of Irie does not translate the job data into imaging signals recognizable by the 
printer 

See "Response", p. 8, last full paragraph. 

In conclusion, Applicants maintain that the cited prior art does not teach or suggest 
all limitations of claim 19; therefore, the rejection of claim 19 and dependent claim 20 is 
in error. 

Claims 22-23 are not obvious over Sorkin in view of Irie because the cited prior art 
does not teach or suggest all limitations of claim 22 

a. Sorkin does not communicate the control data to the document processing device 

The arguments above in relationship to claims 1 and 7 are equally applicable here. 

b. The control data communication of Sorkin is indirect 

The arguments above regarding claims 1 and 7 are equally applicable here. Sorkin 
cannot communicate directly to the printer until the communication path between the client 
computer and the printer is established. Only subsequent communication is communicated 
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to the printer as noted by the Examiner (OA of 20050709, p. 7, last bullet point.) 

c. Sorkin does not direct the document processing signals to the document processing 
device 

Nowhere does Sorkin describe translating the job data into the document processing 
device signals. Hence, Sorkin does not describe directing the document processing signals 
to the document processing device. 

d. Irie's server does not convert the job data to the document processing device signals 
recognizable by the document processing device 

See "Response", p. 8, last full paragraph. 

In conclusion, Applicants maintain that the cited prior art does not teach or suggest 
all limitations of claim 22; therefore, the rejection of claim 22 and dependent claim 23 is 
in error. 

CONCLUSION 

At least for the above stated reasons, Applicants respectfully request a pre-appeal 
review. 

Respectfully submitted, 

FAY, SHARPE, FAGAN, 
MINNICH & McKEE, LLP 
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